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make it in a totally different manner.    Is this deceit
condemned by the law of truthfulness ?

Perhaps it might be said, Is not this simply to act
a lie, and what is the difference between acting a lie
and speaking it ? Is not the intention in both cases
alike simply to deceive ? Suppose the commander of
one army sent a message to the commander of the
other pointing out the great advantage there would
be to both armies of a little rest, more especially to
that led by the second commander, and saying that
he would abstain from offensive action for twenty-
four hours if the second commander would in like
manner refrain, as he would assume that he would;
and suppose that when the second commander was
thus lulled into a false security the first took advan-
tage of it to deliver his attack; would you say that
such a lie was lawful as there was no formal truce ?
And what is the difference between the two cases ?
There is, however, a difference which is easy to see.
War is bad enough in any case, but its horrors would
be heightened if there were no such thing as good
faith on the two sides, unless indeed in the face of
an agreement drawn up with all legal formality. A
message implies a more or less confident expectation
on the part of the receiver of it that the party send-
ing it means what he says; otherwise there would
be no use in sending it; and the fact of the two
armies being engaged in a struggle, even one of life